PLANNI NG REF . 242484
PROPERTY ADDRESS : Sil verdal e
: 14 Arborfield Road

. R& 9DY
SUBM TTED BY . Ms Rachel Hicks
DATE SUBM TTED : 16/05/2025
COWENTS:
Fol | owi ng resubm ssion of this planning application and having
revi ewed the additional docunentation, | amresubnmitting ny previous

objection to the application (under nmy nmi den nane Rachel White)
as the issues | rai sed have not been addressed and therefore stil
stand. Pl ease see bel ow.

Dear Sir/ Madam

| amwiting to object to the planning application (reference
242484) to deliver 191 hones on land to the north of Arborfield
Road, west of Shinfield Eastern Relief Road.

My objection has the foll ow ng grounds:

1. Lack of meaningful consultation with local residents and the
conmuni ty

2. Car-focused devel opnment, not in line with national transport
pl anni ng policy or carbon reduction targets

3. Poorly located site access

4. Flood risk

1. Lack of Consultation

The devel oper did not hold a public exhibition to share proposals
with the local community. The Statenent of Conmunity | nvol venent
states that instead "an invitation letter was sent to residents
inform ng them of the proposals and giving themthe opportunity to
ask the

consul tation team questions and send feedback them The project team
felt the best form of engagenent with residents was to deliver a

| etter and keep consultation channels, the project enmail address and
phone nunber open. The team were consci ous that not everyone is able
to attend a physical exhibition given how busy people are and felt
this method all owed for questions and comments to be answered."

This is a poor excuse for a conplete |ack of comunity consultation
Many residents would be able to attend an exhibition, and indeed it
is common practice to also hold virtual consultations online,
enabling further engagenent. The leaflet provided to |ocal
househol ds contai ned al nbst no infornmation relating to the

devel opnent proposals, and indicated that feedback could be

provi ded when a planning application was subnitted. It was entirely
unclear fromthe leaflet that this was residents' singular
opportunity to provide input to the design of the devel opnent, and
al so renoved any opportunity for a detail ed

di scussion with the devel oper or technical experts and revi ew of
det ai |l ed proposals.



The | ack of suitable engagenent does not accord with the Localism
Act
2011.

2. Car-Focused Devel opnent

The Environnental |npact Assessnent (ElIA) screening opinion
obtained for the site in June 2024 (Pl anning application reference
241326) confirned required subnmission of a Travel Plan. It is
stated within the Transport Assessnent (TA) supporting the
application that instead of preparation of a Travel Plan, a
contribution will be nmade towards M Journey Wki ngham My Jour ney
Woki ngham has cl ear acceptance criteria for devel opnments w shing to
join the progranmme, as outlined in Wki ngham Borough Council's
(WBC) Travel Planning Guidance 2017. This states that devel opnents
nust achi eve:

- Submi ssion of a planning application with highways inprovenents

- Detail regarding facilities for sustainable travel, such as
wal ki ng and cycling infrastructure connectivity

- 22kWel ectric car charging points

- Public transport infrastructure inclusion and inprovenent
denonstrating connectivity

However, as outlined in the follow ng sections, the devel opnent
proposal s do not include suitable wal king, cycling or public
transport connectivity inprovenents, and therefore the devel opnent
cannot be considered suitable for a contribution towards trave

pl anni ng;

instead a detailed travel plan to reduce travel by private car and
carbon em ssions should be produced and i npl enented by the

devel oper, and pl anni ng obligations should be included to ensure
that there is a nechanismin place to fund i nprovenents should the
devel oper not neet targets agreed with WBC within the travel plan

The TA has determined the likely level of wal king, cycling and
public transport trips through the use of 2011 Census journey to
work data. Not only is this data now approaching 15 years old, it
does not take account of the fact that the majority of trips nade
are not for

enpl oynent purposes. In fact, National Travel Survey data shows that
commuti ng and business trips nmake up only 15% of all trips

(National Travel Survey, 2023. Table 0403), 19% of norning peak
hour trips and 29% of evening peak hour trips (National Trave
Survey, 2023. Table 0502.). Conmmuting and business trips constitute
only 6%of all walk trips, 31%of cycle trips, and 16% of all public
transport trips . The TA therefore denopnstrates a huge
underesti mati on of the demand for

wal ki ng, cycling and active travel, and cannot be considered to
adequately assess and provide for these nodes.

Wal ki ng and Cycling Connectivity

A 3m wi de shared foot/cycleway is proposed al ong the eastern edge of
t he devel opnent site, where it is poorly overlooked, with only 11
hones overl ooking the >360mroute. This does not accord with WBC s
H ghw ays Design Quide (National Travel Survey, 2023. Table

0409.), which states at 2.22.2 that "novenent routes should be well
overl ooked to reduce the fear of crinme and vulnerability". The
Desi gn CGuide also highlights at Section 2.5 the need to consider



personal security for off-road cycle facilities, and require the
installation of lighting for routes that will cater for evening
journeys. As the TA suggests that this route will connect residents
of the devel opnent to nearby enploynent and train stations further
afield.

It is therefore clear that the route is intended to be used for
eveni ng journeys, and therefore |lighting should be provided.
Lighting is not however included in the proposals, and so there is a
material safety risk to users of the route, alongside a real and
significant risk that the route will not be used. There are no
cycle facilities provided along the internal roads within the

devel opnent, which

include only the mnimum 2m wi dt h footways, and therefore there are
no suitable alternative routes for cyclists, which is likely to
therefore |lead to increased car denand, increased air pollution and
carbon emi ssions and reduced health due to | ower |evels of active
travel .

The site access includes an uncontroll ed pedestrian crossing, which
i s poor design. Best practice dictates that pedestrians crossing the
site access should be given visible priority; the give way line
shoul d be set back. There is opportunity to deliver a
Copenhagen-styl e crossing at the access point.

The TA identifies three key wal ki ng routes:

- Route A: to Thames Vall ey Science Park and Lower Earley
- Route B: to Shinfield Village Centre
- Route C. to Reading via Brookers Hill or the Black Boy gyratory

Route A

It is disappointing that the TA has not identified the clear
rtunity to inprove active travel connectivity through delivery of a
controlled crossing of the Eastern Relief Road (ERR). The ERR is a
fast 50nph speed linit road, carrying heavy volunes of traffic and
causing high levels of fear and intimdation for those wishing to
cross it via the existing uncontrolled crossings. Gven the

devel opnent coul d be reasonably expected to increase pedestrian
flows in this location, it is reasonable that it delivers an
upgraded crossing at Cutbush Lane, to increase pedestrian (and
cyclist) safety for those travelling both to Thanmes Vall ey Science
Park and onwards to Lower Earley, Earley rail station and W nnersh
Triangl e Busi ness Park. This could also increase attractiveness of
active travel

| eading to reduced car trips fromthe devel opnent site.

Route B

It is suggested that pedestrians could route via the public right of
way FP7. This is a narrow, concealed footpath in this location, is
neither lit nor overl ooked by houses, and has grass/earth surfacing.
It is unlikely therefore to be suitable for use in wet or wintery
conditions, or at night, and nmany users would |ikely be
unconfortable to even use this in the day due to the poor |evels of
personal safety it offers. No proposals are nade to inprove this
connection, and

erefore it can be considered only, at best, a leisure route. The TA
al so suggests that cyclists could use FP7, and fails to note that



this would, in fact, not be |egal

The only realistic routes to Shinfield centre are therefore either
north, through the adjacent devel opnent, and returning southwards on
Cat | ands Road, which is a significant detour; or south via
Arborfield Road. Neither route offers cycle infrastructure, and

t herefore

cyclists will be required to travel on-carriageway. Arborfield Road
is a fast, busy road, and this is likely to nake cycling a wholly
unattractive option, including for travel to school. This will |ead
to increased vehicular trips, pollution and carbon em ssions, and

al so decrease road use safety.

There are no crossings of Arborfield Road to the west of the

devel opnent site, other than the uncontrolled crossings at the
roundabout. These crossings are unattractive to pedestrians, as they
cross fast and busy roads. A new controlled crossing could be
delivered, to encourage pedestrian activity and provide a comunity
benefit, but this has not been considered by the devel opnent.

There is also a significant footway pinch-point on the B3349

i medi ately outside the small parade of shops adjacent to the
roundabout, where parked vehicles at the shops bl ock the footway,
forcing pedestrians into the road and causi ng road safety issues.
The devel opnent, despite increasing pedestrian activity in this

| ocation, has not identified the issue, nor proposed any sol utions.

Route C

The TA suggests that users could route via Holl ow Lane, but does not
acknow edge that the stretch between Arborfield Road and Church Lane
does not benefit fromany cycle facilities, and, as a busy 40nph
road, is therefore extrenely unattractive to the najority of
cyclists.

The TA considers that a 2-mile walk and 5-nmile cycle to facilities
is acceptable. This is at odds with all recent design gui dance,

i ncluding WBC' s own gui dance (National Travel Survey, 2023. Table
0409.), and Active Travel England' s guidance (Active Trave

Engl and, 2024. Standing Advice Note: Active travel and sustainable
devel opnent.), which both suggest 800m as a nmaxi mnum for good
accessibility. It is clear, fromreview ng the appropriate gui dance,
that key facilities including secondary schools, rail stations and
leisure facilities are significantly further fromthe site than
recommended, which will lead to reduced physical activity, and

i ncreased car trips, pollution and carbon em ssions. Significant
parts of the developnent are also likely to be outside the
reconmended wal k di stances to other facilities,

such as local shops, community facilities and heal thcare, as the TA
assesses distance fromthe centre of the site only.

The cycle parking provision at the site is not in line with best
actice guidance. Local Transport Note 1/20 advises that 1 Iong stay
cycl e parking space per bedroomis required, which is significantly
above the proposed i nadequate | evel of provision.

Public Transport Connectivity

The EI A screening opinion obtained for the site in June 2024



(Departnent for Transport, 2020. Local Transport Note 1/20 Cycle
Infrastructure Design.) confirned at Table 3 that "enhancenents to
public transport infrastructure would need to be identified at the
pl anni ng application stage".

Whi | st the devel oper states that the spine road has been designed to
acconmodat e buses, the supporting plans show a carriageway w dth of
only 6.1m Chartered Institution of H ghways & Transport (ClHT)

gui dance (CIHT, 2018. Buses in U ban Devel opnents. ), al ongside

best practice gui dance published by Stagecoach (Stagecoach, 2017.
Bus Services and New Residential Devel opments.) and WBC s own

desi gn gui dance (Wki ngham Borough Council, 2019. Living Streets A
H ghways Gui de for Devel opers in Wkingham states that 6.5m
mnimumw dth is required, and therefore it is clear that the route
is not suitable to accommbdate buses.

The TA states that the devel opnent | ayout "safeguards the ability
for buses to travel through the devel opment between Arborfield Road
and the Shinfield Eastern Relief Road / Thanes Valley Science Park
roundabout should there be a desire to adopt such a routing in the
future". However, there is no evidence of any assessnent or liaison
with bus operators to understand the potential appetite for this,
and whether commercial bus services could be supported. There are,
in fact, no proposals within the TA to provide any public transport
infrastructure or inprovenents; this is at odds with the El A
screeni ng opinion requirenents and will further contribute towards
car being the node of choice for future residents' travel and

i ncreasing carbon eni ssions associated with the devel opnent.

The TA states that all areas of the site are within 600m wal k

di stance of a bus stop, but no evidence is provided to support this
claim Regardl ess, a 600mwal k distance is nore than double the
reconmended maxi mum wal k di stance of 250m for areas with bus service
frequencies of |less than every 12 minutes (National Travel Survey,
2023. Tabl e

0502.), and also significantly further than WBC s gui dance of <300m
to <400m (National Travel Survey, 2023. Table 0409.). Bus
connectivity fromthe site is therefore extrenely poor. This is
further evidence that the devel opnent is car-orientated, and not in
accordance wi th national planning policy.

Furt hernmore, the TA suggests that rail travel is reasonable fromthe
devel opnent site. Gven that the nearest railway station is 5.8km
fromthe site, and Reading station is 7.5kmfromthe site
(constituting an approxinmately 40-m nute bus journey), it is
exceedingly unlikely that residents will choose to travel by rail,
unless driving to the rai

station.

Local Facilities

It is abundantly clear that the devel oper has deliberately submtted
this planning application separately fromits previous application
for devel opnent of the land to the north, in order to denonstrate a
|l ower level of site viability and reduced requirenent to deliver
on-site local facilities for each site individually than would have
been

considered if the applications had cone forth together. This has |led
to the provision of a poor quality devel opnent with poor



connectivity to the north of the proposed devel opnent, and can only
be expected to be repeated at the current application site.
Considering the two sites together, as they should be through the
Local Plan, the devel opnents are of sufficient scale that sone
on-site facilities could reasonably be acconmobdated, both in terns
of capacity and viability.

Car Parking Provision

WBC states that its car parking calculator is a starting point and
that |l ocal conditions and requirenments should be taken into account.
It also should be noted that WBC s car parking guidance is from
2011, and is therefore extrenely dated. Mdre recent research and

gui dance shoul d have been considered in designing the proposed
developnent. It is clear fromthe TA that Shinfield Parish Counci
has advi sed that a greater |level of parking provision is required to
acconmodat e the likely nunber of vehicles at the devel opnent and to
avoid material highway safety inpacts due to parking on-street,
either within the devel opnent or on surrounding |local roads. This is
not addressed

within the TA, which provides no assessnent of the likely car
ownership levels within the site.

There al so appears to be no consideration of disabled parking
provision, including for visitors and for the unall ocated parking
provision for the flats. This is unacceptable and di scrimnatory.

3. Poor Site Access

The proposed site access on Arborfield Road is poorly conceived. The
ERR runs adjacent to the site's eastern boundary, and could
reasonably be used to provide a site access directly onto the
strategi c network, reducing the likelihood of vehicles travelling
through Shinfield centre. Instead, an access has been proposed on a
residential road, increasing conflicting vehicle and non-notorised
user novenents and therefore increasing the risk of collisions, and
al so increasing the likelihood of residents driving through
Shinfield, and to facilities within Shinfield itself.

Additionally, due to the location of the proposed access i medi ately
opposite existing properties on Arborfield Road, vehicles |eaving
the proposed devel opnent at night will result in glare and dazzling
Iight shining both into wi ndows of properties on the south side of
Arborfield Road (constituting unacceptable Iight pollution and

di sturbance) and also into the eyes of drivers |eaving driveways on
the south side of Arborfield Road. Dazzling headlights is a real and
significant danger on the road, and is directly responsible for

col I'i sions.

The reason for the selection of site access point is clearly that
delivery of a junction on the ERR is considerably nore expensive and
difficult than delivery of an access on Arborfield Road. However, it
is not acceptable to decrease safety for financial gain.

The traffic survey results included in the TA indicate that over 10%
of vehicles on Arborfield Road travel at over 40nph. Unfortunately
the TA does not include the full detailed traffic survey results,

but it is likely that a far greater proportion of vehicles trave



at over 40nph, when the peak hours when the roads are npbst congested
are

excl uded. Increased vehicle speeds increase |evels of fear and
intimdation for non-notorised users, and disincentivise active
travel. There is a significant m ssed opportunity; should the

devel opnent cone forwards with a new access onto Arborfield Road, it
shoul d be a requirenent for the devel oper to fund the consultation
and (assuming the consultation process is successful)

i mpl ementation of a speed limt reduction on Arborfield Road to
30mph between the B3349 roundabout and ERR roundabout.

4. Fl ood Ri sk

WBC s own Local Plan evidence ( Wki ngham Borough Council, 2020.
Housi ng and Econonic Land Availability Assessnment Appendi x B Part
4.) is clear that the site floods regularly, and that the site is
consi dered unsuitabl e for devel opnent. Local residents have direct
experience of the site flooding in recent years, post-delivery of
the ERR, which is at odds with the Flood R sk Assessnment supporting
the planning application. Gven the site is continuing to
experience flooding, it is unclear how devel opnent of the site can
be justified, as new hones will be at risk of flooding, and the
devel opnent coul d exacerbate flooding to the extent it inpacts

exi sting hones.

Sunmary

There has been no effective consultation fromthe devel oper with
regard to the proposals, and | ocal residents have not been given
anpl e opportunity prior to the planning subm ssion to raise concerns
or shape the devel opnent proposals.

The proposed devel opnent is a car-focused devel opnent that will have
mat eri al negative inpacts on highway safety due to overspill car
par ki ng and poor junction design. It will also have significant
detrinental effects on existing residents' anmenity and privacy, air
quality, carbon em ssions and clinate.

It will increase congestion as a result of poor quality/non-existing
sustai nabl e travel options, and have detrinmental hunman health

i npacts due to |ack of opportunity for active travel. The proposals
do not conply with the requirenments and assunptions of the EIA
screeni ng opi nion, indicating that significant negative
environnental effects could arise as a result of the devel opnent.

The site is known to flood, including post-delivery of the Eastern
Rel i ef Road, and devel opnent of the site will exacerbate this issue,
potentially causing flooding to both new hones and the surroundi ng
exi sting hones.
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